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Title- METHOD AND SYSTEM FOR TEMPORARY NETWORK IDENTITY 



REMARKS 

The following remarks are made in response to the Office Action mailed November 5, 
2004. Claim 8 has been cancelled. Claims 1-32 were rejected. With this Response, claims 1 
-7, 9, 12-17, 20-27, and 29-31 have been amended. Claims 1-7 and 9-32 remain pending in 
the application and are presented for reconsideration and allowance. 

rigji!i_»fjgrj:!^ms nnder 35 U.S. C. S 103 

In the Office Action, claims 1-32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being 
unpatentable over Gabber et al. 5,961,593 (Gabber) in view of Spacey U.S. Publication No. 
20020129279A1 (Spacey) or Micali U.S. Patent No. 6,137,884 (Micali). 

Applicant's amended independent claim 1 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/bi- 
Micali. Neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a method for network communications 
comprising assigning a first temporary fictitious identity from an identity intermediary 
to a service provider and performing a transaction between the user interface and the 
service provider using the first temporary fictitious identity, as claimed by Applicant. 

Instead, Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier for a user (Gabber at 
r,nhimn5. lines 17-27\ but does not provide a temporary fictitious identity for a server site, 
such as service provider (which may or may not already be a well known entity), as claimed 
by Applicant. Spacey or MicaH fails to cure the deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is directed to 
preventing logging by Internet servers, providers, routers of users/dients for the protection of 
chents/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9-12) and is not directed to the protection of service 
providers. Micali is directed to making a transaction simultaneous but not to assigning a first 
temporary fictitious identity to a service provider (as opposed to a user). Accordingly, one 
could not combine Gabber in view of Spacey or Micali and arrive at the invention of 
amended independent claim 1 . 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor Micali, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest Applicant's independent claim 1. Accordingly, Applicant's beheve that 
independent claim 1 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or Micali. Claims 2-6 are 
believed to be allowable based on their dependency firom independent claim 1 . 

For substantially the same reasons as presented for patentability of claim 1 , Gabber 
and Spacey (or Micah) fail to disclose Applicant's amended independent claim 24 which is 
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directed to a computer readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing a method of facilitating network communications - the method including 
substantially the same limitations as claim 1. For these reasons, Gabber and Spacey (or 
Micah) fail to teach or suggest amended independent claim 24, and therefore AppHcant's 
amended independent claim 24 is patentable and allowable over Gabber and Spacey (or 
Macali). Claims 25-26 are bdieved to be allowable as well based on their dependency from 
claim 24. 

Applicant's amended independent claim 7 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or 
MicaU In particular, neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a method for network 
communications comprising, among other things, obtaining the temporary fictitious identity 
for the service provider inchxdes assigning, via the identity intermediary, the temporary 
network identity to include a business component (associated with a real business name), a 
financial component (associated with a real financial identity), and a location component (at 
least one of aphysical street address and areal IP address), as claimed by AppUcant. 

Instead, Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier for a user (Gabber a t 
r.l.^nS lines 17-27) and, but does not provide a temporary fictitious identity for a service 
provider, including a business component, financial component, and a location component, as 
claimed by Apphcant. Spacey or Micali fails to cure the deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is 
directed to preventing logging by Internet servers, providers, routers of users/dients for the 
protection of dients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9-12) and is not directed to the protection of 
service providers. Micali is directed to making a transaction simultaneous but does not 
address specific aspects of personal, finandal, and location components of a temporary 
fictitious identity for a service provider. Accordingly, one could not combine Gabber m view 
of Spacey or MicaU and arrive at the invention of amended independent daim 7. 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor Micah, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest AppHcant's independent daim 7. Accordingly, Applicant's bdieve that 
independent daim 7 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or Micali. Claim 9 is bdieved to 
be allowable based on its dependency from independent claim 7. 

For substantially the same reasons as presented for patentabiUty of daim 7, Gabber 
and Spacey (or Micali) fail to disdose AppHcant's amended independent daim 27 which is 
directed to a computer readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
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performing a method of network communications - the method including substantially the 
same limitations as claim 7. For these reasons. Gabber and Spacey (or Micali) fail to teach or 
suggest amended independent claim 27, and therefore Applicant's amended independent 
claim 27 is patentable and allowable over Gabber and Spacey (or Micali). 

Applicant's independent claim 10 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or M.cali. 
In particular, neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a method of network communications 
comprisn,P, a„,ong other things, conucung . se.-vice provider with a user interface «4 
then contacting an identity intermediary with the user interface to obtain a temporary 
network identity for the user interface, and performing a transaction between the user 
interface and the service provider using the temporary network identity of the user interface 
to conceal a real identity of a consumer using the user interface, as claimed by Apphcant. , 
This method enables normal web browsing at service providers, but then provides a 
temporary identity only when further information from the user interface would be required, 
such as a real name, street address, etc. Accordingly, a user is revealing some information 
during browsing via their browser, but then can choose to remain relatively anonymous for a 
specific transaction that requires further personal information. 

Instead Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier for a user (Gabber at 
r.„,^.. lines 17-27). but does not include contacting a service provider (from which retail 
services would be obtained) before contacting the identity intermediary, as claimed by 
Applicant. Spacey or Micali fails to cure the deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is directed to 
preventing logging by Internet servers, providers, routers of users/clients for the protection of 
clients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9-12) to maintain their anonymity, and therefore is not 
directed allowing contact of the service provider prior to contacting the identity intermediary. 
Micali is directed to making a transaction simultaneous but not obtaining a temporary 
fictitious identity after contacting a service provider, as claimed by Applicant. Accordingly, 
one could not combine Gabber in view of Spacey or Micali and arrive at the invention of 
amended independent claim 10. 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor Micali, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest Applicant's independent claim 10. Accordingly, Applicant's believe that 
independent claim 1 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or Micah. Claim 1 1 is believed to 
be allowable based on its dependency from independent claim 10. 
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For substantially the same reasons as presented for patentability of claim 10, Gabber 
and Spacey (or Micali) fail to disclose AppHcant's amended independent claim 28 which is 
directed to a computer readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
perfomiing a method of network communications - the method including substantially the 
same limitations as claim 10. For these reasons, Gabber and Spacey (or Micali) fail to teach 
or suggest amended independent claim 28, and therefore Apphcant's amended independent 
claim 28 is patentable and allowable over Gabber and Spacey (or Micali). 

Applicant's amended independent claim 12 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or 
Micah In particular, neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a method for providing 
pseudononymous network identities comprising, among other things, randomly generating a 
first temporary fictitious identity for a first service pro vid_er.and maintaining a database of a 
plurality of temporary fictitious identities, including the first temporary fictitious identity, 
with P.nh temnorarv fi^titio.s identity bHnr .ssoriated with a uniquely id_entifiedseiv^^ 
provider , including the first service provider. 

Instead, Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier for a user (Gabber a t 
rnb^nnn 5. lines 17-27), but does not provide a temporary fictitious identity for a server site, 
such as service provider (which may or may not already be a well known entity), as claimed 
by Applicant. Spacey or Micali fails to cure the deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is directed to 
preventing logging by Internet servers, providers, routers of users/clients for the protection of 
clients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9-12) and is not directed to the protection of service 
providers. Micali is directed to making a transaction simultaneous but not to assigning a first 
temporary fictitious identity to a service provider (as opposed to auser). Accordingly, one 
could not combine Gabber in view of Spacey or Micah and arrive at the invention of 
amended independent claim 12. 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor MicaU, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest Apphcant's independent claim 12. Accordingly, Applicant's beheve that 
independent claim 12 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or MicaU. Claims 13-14 are 
believed to be allowable based on their dependency fi-om independent claim 12. 

For substantially the same reasons as presented for patentability of claim 12, Gabber 
and Spacey (or MicaU) fail to disclose AppUcant' s amended independent claim 29 which is 
directed to a computer readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
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perfommg a method of network conmunications - the method including substantially the 
same limitations as claim 12. For these reasons. Gabber and Spacey (or Micali) fail to teach 
or suggest amended independent claim 29, and therefore Applicant's amended independent 
claim 29 is patentable and allowable over Gabber and Spacey (or Micali). 

Applicant's amended independent claim 15 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or 
Micali. In particular, neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a network identity intermediary 
comprising, among other things, a database configured tor maintaining at least one temporary 
pseudonymous identity in association with a real identity of the a service provider, that ts 
assigned upon a request by the service provider 

instead. Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier for a user fGabber at 
rnl„mn S. lines 17-271. but does not provide a temporary pseudonymous identity for a server 
site such as service provider (which may or may not already be a well known entity), as 
claimed by Applicant. Spacey or MicaH fails to cure the deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is 
directed to preventing logging by Internet servers, providers, routers of users/clients for the 
protection of clients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9-12) and is not directed to the protection of 
se^ice providers. Micali is directed to making a transaction simultaneous but not to assign a 
temporary pseudonymous identifier to a service provider (as opposed to a user). 
Accordingly, one could not combine Gabber in view of Spacey or Micali and arrive at the 
invention of amended independent claim 1 5 . 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor Micali, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest AppHcant's independent claim 15. Accordingly, Applicant's believe that 
independent claim 1 5 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or Micali. 

For substantially the same reasons as presented for patentability of claim 15, Gabber 
and Spacey (or Micali) fail to disclose AppUcant's amended independent claim 30 which is 
directed to a computer readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
perfomxing a network identity intermediary - the method includmg substantially the same 
limitations as claim 15. For these reasons, Gabber and Spacey (or Micali) fail to teach or 
suggest amended independent claim 30, and therefore Applicant's amended independent 
claim 30 is patentable and allowable over Gabber aird Spacey (or Micali). 
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Applicant's amended independent claim 16 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or 
Micali. In particular, neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a method for temporary network 
identity comprising, among other things, a unique pseudonymous identifier temporarily 
associated with a service provider, and an identifier source name associated with the 
pseudonymous identifier for identifying the source that generated the unique pseudonymous 
identifier 

Instead, Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier for a user (Gabber at . 
Cohaiim 5Jin^l7:27}, but ao^s not provide a unique pseudonymous identifier for a server _ 
site,"such as service provider (which may or may not already be a well known entity), as 
claimed by Applicant. Spacey or MicaU fails to cure the deficiencies of Gabber. Spaceyis 
directed to preventing logging by Internet servers, providers, routers of users/clients for the 
protection of clients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9-12) and is not directed to the protection of 
service providers. Micali is directed to making a transaction simultaneous but not to 
assigning a unique pseudonymous identifier for a service provider (as opposed to a user). 
Accordingly, one could not combine Gabber in view of Spacey or MicaU and arrive at the 
invention of amended independent claim 1 6. 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor MicaU, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest AppUcant's independent claim 16. Accordingly, Applicant's beUeve that 
independent claim 1 6 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or MicaU. Dependent claim 17 
is beUeved to be allowable based on its dependency fi-om independent claim 1 6. 

For substantially the same reasons as presented for patentability of claim 16, Gabber 
and Spacey (or MicaU) fail to disclose AppUcant's amended independent claim 31 which is 
directed to a computer readable medium having computer-executable instiructions for 
performing a method of providing temporary network identities - the method including 
substantiaUy the same limitations as claim 16. For these reasons, Gabber and Spacey (or 
Micali) fail to teach or suggest amended independent claim 31, and therefore Applicant's 
amended independent claim 31 is patentable and aUowable over Gabber and Spacey (or 
Micali). 

AppUcant's amended independent claim 18 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or 
MicaU. In particular, neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a network identity intermediary 
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database comprising, among other things, an atiay of unique pseudonymous identifiers, and 
an array of real identities of consumers and service providers including at least one of 
financal infomiation, personal infonnation, and location information, with each one of the 
real identities being exclusively associated with only one of the unique pseudonymous 
identifiers. 

Instead, Gabber discloses providing a substimte identifier f or a user (Gabber at 
lines 17-271, but does not provide a n array of pseudonymous identifier s, 
associated with an array of real identities forseryicc^roy^ as cljmred, 

by Applicant. Spacey or Micah fails to cure the deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is directed to 
preventing logging by Internet served, providers, routers of users/dients for the protection of 
dients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9-12) and is not directed to the protection of service 
providers. Micali is directed to making a transaction simultaneous but not to provdtng an, 
array of pseudonymous identifiers for a service provider (in addition to user interfaces). 
Accordingly, one could not combine Gabber in view of Spacey or Micali and amve at the 
invention of amended independent daim 18. 

For these n^asons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor Micali, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest Applicant's independent daim 18. Accordingly, Applicant's believe that 
independent daim 18 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or Micali. 

For substantially the same reasons as presented for patentability of claim 18, Gabber 
and Spacey (or Micali) fail to disclose Applicant's amended independent daim 32 wh,ch is 
directed to a computer readable medium having computer-executable instinictions for 
performing a method of providing a network identity intermediary database - - tite metirod 
including substantially the same limitations as claim 18. For these reasons. Gabber and 
Spacey (or Micali) fail to teach or suggest amended independent daim 32, and therefore 
Applicant's amended independent daim 32 is patentable and allowable over Gabber and 
Spacey (or Micali). 

Applicant's amended independent daim 20 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or 
Micali In particular, neiflter Gabber nor Spacey disclose a method for network 
communications compnsing, among other things, cnn.nntin. .n identit y intennedtary wUha 

,nterf.c.. afte> '-^•'"^ ^^"'act bet^v pen th. us^ interface and a smnce provider, t o 
„w,.„ „ fi^, t^nnorar r '"^-"^^ ^^titv for the ttser interface , and contacting service 
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provider with the first temporary network identity of the user interface to receive services 
pseudonymously from the service provider. 

Instead, Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier fo r a user (Gabber at 
rnl.n.n 5, lines 17-27-), prior to the user attempting to contact a server site to maintain 
anonymity of the user, but does not provide a contacting a service provider prior to contacting 
an identity intermediary for a first temporary network identity, as claimed by Applicant. 
Spacey or MicaU fails to cure the deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is directed to preventing 
logging by Internet servers, providers, routers of users/cli^^^ 

of clients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9-12) and is not directed to pseudonymous protection 
of users after a first contact with a service provider. MicaH is directed to making a 
transaction simultaneous but not to pseudonymous protections after intial contacts with 
service providers. Accordingly, one could not combine Gabber in view of Spacey or Micah 
and arrive at the invention of amended independent claim 20. 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor Micali, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest Applicant's independent claim 20. Accordingly, Applicant's believe that 
independent claim 20 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or Micah. 

AppHcant's amended independent claim 21 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or 
Micah. In particular, neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a method for pseudonymous 
network communication comprising, among other things, creatinaatempo^^ 
identit^^foreach^^ 
a^^actimMween^^ 
fictitious identity. 

Instead, Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier f or a user (Gabber at 
rnl.n.n ^S, lines 17-27), but does not provide a temporary fictitious identity for a server site, 
such as service provider, to enable performing a pseudonymous transaction between the user 
interface and the service provider, as claimed by Applicant. Spacey or MicaU fails to cure the 
deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is directed to preventing logging by Internet servers, 
providers, routers of users/dients for the protection of dients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9- 
12) and is not directed to the protection of service providers. Micali is directed to making a 
transaction simultaneous but not to assigning temporary fictitious identities to user interfaces 
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Micali and arrive at the invention of amended independent claim 21 . 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor Micali, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest Applicant's independent claim 21. Accordingly, Applicant's believe that 
independent claim 21 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or Micali. 

Applicant's amended independent claim 22 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or 
M.cali m particular.-neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a network identity intermedtary 
database comprising, among other thmgs, an array of unique pseudonymous identifiers bemg 
configured so that each identifier will be associated exclusively with a real idennty of each 
consumer of a plurality of consumers and each first service provider of a plurality of serv.ce ' 
providers. 

Instead Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier for a user (Gabber at 

lines 17-271 but does not provide an array of pseudonymous identifiers including 
such identifiers for service providers, as claimed by Applicant. Spacey or Micalt fatls to cure 
the deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is directed to preventing logging by Internet servers, 
providers, routers of users/clients for the protection of clients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9- 
12) and is not directed to the protection of service providers. Micali is directed to makmg a 
transaction simultaneous but not to creating an array of pseudonymous rdentifiers. mcludmg 
Identifiers for service providers (as opposed to a user). Accordingly, one could not combtne 
Gabber in view of Spacey or Micali and arrive at the invention of amended independent 

claim 22. . 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor MicaU, alone or in combination, teach 
or suggest Applicant's independent claim 22. Accordingly, AppUcant's believe that 
independent claim 22 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or MicaU. 

Applicant's amended independent claim 23 is patentable over Gabber, Spacey and/or 
Micah In particular, neither Gabber nor Spacey disclose a pseudonymous network identity 
system comprising, among other things, a network identity intermediary configured for 

. communicatingwithauserinterfaceandaserviceproviderandconfiguredfora,M^^ 
diffei^nLtemp^^ 
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Identity in association with areal identity of each of a user interface andasemce^ioafe 

Instead Gabber discloses providing a substitute identifier for a user fGabber a t 
^„,„^ns lines 17-27>. but does not provide different pseudonymous identities for each of a 
user interface and a service provider, as claimed by Applicant. Spacey or Micali fatls to cure 
the deficiencies of Gabber. Spacey is directed to preventing logging by Internet servers, 
providers, routers of users/clients for the protection of clients/users (Spacey at Paragraphs 9- 
12) and is not directed to the protection of service providers. Mtcali « directed to makmg a 

transaction simultaneous bu, not to assigmng a pseudonymous identity to a service provrder 
(as opposed to a user). Accordingly, one could not combine Gabber in view of Spacey or 
Micali and arrive at the invention of amended independent claim 23. 

For these reasons, neither Gabber, Spacey nor M.cali, alone or in combinatton, teach 
or suggest Applicant's independent claim 23. Accordingly, Applicant's believe that 
independent claim 23 is allowable over Gabber, Spacey and/or Micali. 

Accordingly. Applicant respectfullyrequests that the above35 U.S.C. § 103 rejection 
to claims 1-7 and 9-32 based on Gabber, Spacey, and Micali be reconsidered and withdrawn, 
and that these claims be allowed. 
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In view of the above, Applicant respect&Uy submits that pending claims 1-7 and 9-32 
axe in fom> for allowance and are not taught or suggested by the cited references. Therefore, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections and allowance of claims 1-7 and 9-32 ,s 

respectfully requested. 

No fees are required under 37 C.F.R. 1.16(b)(c). However, if such fees are requ.red, 

the Patent Office is hereby authorized to charge Deposit Account No, 08-2025. 

The Examiner is mvited to contact the Applicant's representative at the betow-Usted 

telephone numbers to facilitate prosecution of this apphcation. 

Any inquiry regarding this Amendment and Response should be directed to etther 
Robert Sismilich a, Telephone No. (858) 655-8329, FacstmileNo. (858) 655-5859 or Paul S 
Grun^eig at Telephone No. (612) 767-2504, Facstmile No. (612) 573-2005. In addition, all 
correspondence should continue to be directed to the following address; 

Hewlett-Packard Company 

Intellectual Property Administration 

P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, Colorado 80527-2400 

Respectfully submitted, 
Naresh Anant Apte, 
By their attorneys, 
DICKE, BILLIG & CZAJA, PLLC 
Fifth Street Towers, Suite 2250 
100 South Fifth Street 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 
Telephone: (612) 767-2504 
Facsimiles (612) 573-2005 

Reg. No. 34,143 



Name: Paul S. Grunzw^ ^ 
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